because his clotting factors had been somewhat disturbed by the diet, and each scratch bled.
His style of supervision was to leave his research students to get on with it and not to advise them, except on the best kind of sherry. Sink or swim suited me, but it was not right for others. After a year's work I wrote my thesis, which was accepted. It had new ideas, but Hugh never told me to prepare a paper for publication. That was typical.
One might ask why bother to write a biography of à failed' Oxford don. There are three answers: he was an interesting man, he had one exceedingly important idea, and he exempli®es the problem that science has little place for critics. His idea was that there was an epidemic of coronary heart disease sweeping over the rich countries, and the evidence pointed to a dietary cause, which Hugh reckoned was lack of polyunsaturated fats in the diet. He was vastly knowledgeable about the published work of others, and often scathing about others' failure to understand the consequences of their own work. This did not make him universally popular.
Hugh did not have the patience needed to take a piece of laboratory work to a successful conclusion and publication. But he did know and think about other people's work. I remember a meeting of the Medical Research Society where Hugh spoke about relative de®ciency of essential fatty acids. He was criticized on the grounds that margarine had plenty of polyunsaturates, and when he said that hydrogenation would convert many of these to useless cis-trans forms, there were roars of laughter at this improbable set of suggestions. Scientists do not like criticism, especially when the critic is not a laboratory achiever and is rude as well. Jeannette Ewin's biography brings out much of the strangeness of Hugh's lifeÐthe concealments, the odditiesÐbut does not make clear how interesting he was to talk to; how, in spite of his conventional family background, he was truly interested in ideas and people who would think about things medical and scienti®c. He believed that epidemiology, clinical skill, and biochemistry were all required for an understanding of the way food supply altered human existence. In this he was a pioneer, though the huge data collection from his survey of nutrition at the end of the war, in Holland and Germany, was never analysed or published. He should have been used as a critic and consultant while others got on with the data, but then he was too dif®cult in his dealings with people for that to have worked well. The biography is scathing about Hugh's faults and does not capture his charm; it sets out an object lesson in how not to make friends but still, in the long run, in¯uence people's thinking. As such it will repay reading by anyone interested in the history and development of medical science and nutrition.
We need people like Hugh Sinclair, who think about current problems in speci®c areas of science or medicine even if they do not contribute laboratory results or epidemiological ®ndings. Philosophers of science deal with too broad an area to offer the detailed criticism that we need. In music or literature the critic is acknowledged as playing a vital role. Gifted critics can provide detailed analysis of a performance, and give insight and encouragement to new audiences, even though they are not performers. The science critic's role is still unde®ned and undervalued.
Claire Foster divides her book into three broad sections. The ®rst introduces the ethical challenges of research, the balance between the need to know and the needs to bene®t and to avoid harm. She follows this introductory material with her own way of considering ethics. A short transition leads to a ®nal section whichÐas books on ethics shouldÐ provides cases against which to test the framework she proposes.
Foster chooses a form of limited ethical pluralism as her model. She suggests that our ethical consideration of research should be driven by three kinds of morality. First is a consequentialist goal-based morality which requires that we consider the goal of the research, the scienti®c validity and appropriateness of the methods proposed, and the ways in which the results will be disseminated. Second is a deontological duty-based morality, based on both natural law theory and Kantian categorical imperatives. Under this heading, we need always to consider the primary obligation of the medical person to act in the best interests of and for the bene®t of each and every patient. Third is a right-based morality, again deontological in origin, which demands respect for the autonomy of each patient, an observance of criteria for informed consent, and a respect for con®dentiality. Foster argues that this three-part model will remind us to balance our considerations, and that each moral system alone may lead us into error.
Her examples are generally good ones. Various aspects of transplantation (including xenotransplantation and embryo technology), investigations of alternative medical practice and the in¯uence of pharmaceutical companies on publication content and practice provide examples of the use of goal-based thinking. Placebo controls and non-therapeutic research are examined closely in terms of duty-based morality. Problems with consent and con®dentiality provide opportunities to apply right-based morality.
The concluding section discusses how the three approaches can be combined, and how they may fail, and gives a brief history of research ethics committees and a critique of their strengths and weaknesses.
But the book is not a total success. The ®rst and most fundamental drawback is Foster's curious selectivity in her moral models. She argues strongly that her form of moral pluralism will encourage people to think of countervailing moral arguments when they judge research proposals. I think she is right, but I am not clear why her approach will make such thinking any more thorough than, say, principlism. Foster admits that her approach will never solve all the dilemmas we may encounter in research ethics. Ethics, by its very nature, cannot make such promises. I am not a principlist by conviction or practice, but it seems to me that the con¯icting issues Foster identi®es with placebos, for example, are made just as evident by considering the principles of autonomy, bene®cence, non-male®cence and justice as they are by thinking in terms of goals, duties and rights. Similarly, I am left wondering why feminist ethics, discourse ethics, and even some forms of virtue ethics are not pressed into service. Ethical pluralism has much to recommend it, and there are great practical advantages to breaking from the constraints of consequentialism and principlism, which still dominate a good deal of bioethical thought and writing. My point is that Foster perhaps does not go far enough, nor does her analysis of examples demonstrate that her three-fold ethics produces greater clarity or thoroughness than other approaches.
My second criticism is less serious. It is not really clear to me what Foster's audience is meant to be. There is a section in chapter 2, on research methodology, that would be useful to non-scienti®c members of research ethics committees, but it would be familiar territory for those who do research. Yet she writes`This book has been addressed primarily to the moral agent, that is, the researcher, and not to the research ethics committee, although it is every bit as relevant to the latter as to the former.' It is indeed relevant to the ethics committee, and it seems to be addressed to an audience unfamiliar with both ethics and science.
There are also a few factual errors. On p. 73, Foster claims that one of the big problems for transplant recipients is`graft versus host disease', which she de®nes as`the recipient's immune system developing resistance to the donor's organ.' It is, of course, just the oppositeÐthe phenomenon of the donor organ producing immunity against the tissues of the host, and is seen particularly in the recipients of bone-marrow transplants for leukaemia. The common problem is host versus graft disease, usually called rejection. On p.74, she refers to the graveyards of World War I in France as`crematoria', perhaps con¯ating the graveyards with the crematoria at the World War II extermination camps.
On balance, the book can be recommended for anyone taxed with judging the ethical aspects of medical research. But I would suggest that those who read it should keep their minds open to other modes of ethical thought.
Miles Little
Centre for Values, Ethics and the Law in Medicine, University of Sydney, Sydney,
NSW, Australia
The Kidney at a Glance What a marvellous book: would that such had been available to me as a medical student nearly 40 years ago when I grappled semicomprehendingly with types I and II nephritis and the countercurrent multiplier system.
The kidney is, of course, the most sophisticated and fascinating of organsÐthe heart a mere pump; the brain an electrical junction box; the lungs crude bellowsÐand those of us who treat its malfunctions sit above such lowly specialties. The kidney protects us from dehydration and biochemical disequilibration; ®lters metabolic and immunological garbage (recycling where possible); allows us to stand erect without our blood pressure and bodies tumbling; keeps our blood red and our bones strong; and limits the calamitous results of doctors' tendency to prescribe drugs and patients' enthusiasm for taking them. Small wonder that renal failure was the ®rst replacement endeavour: and how spectacularly successful it has been.
By now you will need no persuading of the imperative for a sound undergraduate renal textbook, and The Kidney at a Glance, from the youthful O'Callaghan and the seasoned Brenner, offers the necessary blend of immediacy and balance. The forty-plus chapters give generous glances (lingering looks actually) at the topics mentioned above, and many more, each in a couple of crisp pages containing well labelled diagrams and easy-to-follow text, broken up with bullet points and other modern publishing techniques to make the information stick. Also, a website is available for help and to test one's newly minted knowledge against multiple choice questions. (A set of questions is provided for reviewers of the book, and on this, luckily for the publisher, I got full marks.) There is a formidable index.
